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Devices
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

Ex[1001] Abstract.

Overview – U.S. Patent No. 8,994,830 (’830 Patent)

Ex[1001] Cover, Code (54), (22).

Motorola Solutions, Inc. EX1039, p. 2
Motorola v. STA, IPR2023-01295



Overview – ’830 Patent

Pet. at 10-12.

Ex[1001] FIG. 1B.

Ex[1001], 2:31-44; 3:37- 44, 6:18-21, 7:39-42; Ex[1002], ¶¶39-40.

Ex[1001], 3:8-10, 3:63-4:5.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

Summary: A communication system includes “communication channels” connecting devices used by 
“public safety and first responders” in a “virtual talk group” (“VTG”), which the ’830 Patent does not claim to 
have invented. 

Ex[1001], 5:34–44.

Motorola Solutions, Inc. EX1039, p. 3
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Overview – ’830 Patent

Pet. at 10-12.

Ex[1001] FIG. 1B.

Ex[1001], 2:11-13, 3:3-15, 5:60-64, 7:47-49; Ex[1002], ¶¶39-40.

Ex[1001], 6:3-13, 7:47-57.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

Summary: A mobile device is provided access to video feeds based on a “user policy” that filters the video 
feeds to “only those video feeds that are of particular interest to a user.” 

Motorola Solutions, Inc. EX1039, p. 4
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Overview – ’830 Patent

Pet. at 12.

Ex[1001] FIG. 9.

Ex[1001], 10:7-14, Fig. 9; Ex[1002], ¶41.

Ex[1001], 9:60-65.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

Summary: A user can select a particular VTG in which to participate using a mobile device user interface. 

Ex[1001], 10:7-14.

Motorola Solutions, Inc. EX1039, p. 5
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Overview – ’830 Patent Prosecution History

• The Challenged Claims were rejected multiple times in view of the prior art and were
only allowed when applicants added the requirements of frequency display and
selection to the independent claims.

Ex[1003], p. 108.

Pet. at 13; Ex[1003], pp.108-15, 125-38, 181-92, 237-47, 285- 93, 350-55; Ex[1002], ¶¶43-44.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

Claim 1 of ’830 Patent

A method comprising:1[Pre]

monitoring a selection of a communication channel by a user of a
mobile communication device;

1[a]

providing a plurality of radio frequencies on a display of the mobile
communication device, each radio frequency being associated with a
geographical zone;

1[b]

from which a plurality of video feeds associated with the geographic
zone are sourced;

1[c]

monitoring a selection of a radio frequency of the plurality of radio
frequencies by the user;

1[d]

identifying at least one video feed by selecting the at least one video
feed from the plurality of video feeds associated with the geographic
zone, wherein the at least one video feed is associated with the
selected communication channel based on a user policy that identifies
one or more video feeds that are relevant to the user when the user
accesses the selected communication channel,

1[e]

the one or more video feeds being independent of the selected
communication channel; and

1[f]

providing access to the identified at least one video feed to the mobile
communication device based on the user policy.

1[g]

Overview – Claim 1

Ex[1001] 12:18-39.

Motorola Solutions, Inc. EX1039, p. 7
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Claim Construction - Overview

8

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

• In the district court, the parties agreed on an order of steps construction and 
certain term constructions for independent claim 1, as shown on the next slide.

• The obviousness grounds in the Petition apply under the district court’s 
constructions, including the court’s:

• Plain and ordinary meaning construction of “video stream association module” recited in 
claim 15; and

• Construction of “the one of more video feeds being independent of the selected 
communication channel” (limitation 1[f]/15[h]).

• Neither party has proposed express constructions in this proceeding for any other 
term.

Pet. at 14-15; Reply at 1-2; POR at 9-11; Ex[2005], 14-15, 20-21, 31.

Motorola Solutions, Inc. EX1039, p. 8
Motorola v. STA, IPR2023-01295



Claim Construction – Order of Steps Construction
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

Ex[2005], 14-15, 20-21, 31.

Agreed ConstructionClaim Term/Phrase

The “monitoring a selection of a communication channel” must be 
performed before the “identifying” step.
The “providing a plurality of radio frequencies…” step and the 
“monitoring a selection of a radio frequency” step must be performed 
before the “identifying …” step.

Order of Steps 

’830 Patent: Claim 1

“A channel for transmitting half-duplex communications in a Push-to-
Talk communication network”

“Push-To-Talk (PTT) channel in a PTT 
communication network”

’830 Patent: Claim 5

District Court ConstructionClaim Term/Phrase

“the one or more video feeds being capable of being associated with 
more than the selected communication channel.”

“the one or more video feeds being 
independent of the selected 
communication channel”

’830 Patent: Claim 1

Plain and ordinary meaning; not subject to § 112 ¶ 6. “video stream association module”

’830 Patent: Claim 15

Motorola Solutions, Inc. EX1039, p. 9
Motorola v. STA, IPR2023-01295



Overview – Instituted Grounds

Basis for ChallengeClaimsGround

Obvious under §103 based on Shaffer in view of Saylor1–5, 7-19, 21-241

Obvious under §103 based on Gogic in view of Opitz1–5, 8-19, 22-242

Pet. at 9-10.
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Level of Ordinary Skill in the Art

11

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

• Patent Owner does not dispute the Petition’s proposed level of ordinary skill in the 
art:

Pet. at 13; POR at 13; Ex[1002], ¶¶45-47.

Motorola Solutions, Inc. EX1039, p. 11
Motorola v. STA, IPR2023-01295



Disputed Issues

Ground 1: Shaffer-Saylor

• Whether there is a motivation to combine Shaffer and Saylor

• Whether Shaffer-Saylor teaches limitations 1[b], 1[d], and 1[e]

• Whether Shaffer-Saylor teaches or renders obvious claims 3 and 17

• Whether Shaffer-Saylor teaches or renders obvious claims 7 and 21 

Ground 2: Gogic-Opitz

• Whether Gogic-Opitz teaches or renders obvious limitations 1[a], 1[b]-1[c], and 1[e]

• Whether there is a motivation to combine Gogic and Opitz

12
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Ground 1: Claims 1–5, 7-19, and 21-24 
are obvious over Shaffer in view of 
Saylor

13
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Overview – Asserted References - Shaffer

Pet. at 15-16; Ex[1004] (Shaffer) [0015]-[0020], [0025], [0037]-[0039], Fig. 3; EX [1002], ¶¶69-70.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

• U.S. Patent Publication No. 2006/0281471 (“Shaffer”) (Ex[1004])

• Like the ’830 Patent, Shaffer describes a communication system connecting various 
devices (endpoints) used by first responders. 

• Shaffer also describes that different types of endpoints can be combined by an 
interoperability service (IS 120) into a virtual talk group. 

Ex[1004] (Shaffer) [0016].

Ex[1004] (Shaffer) [0039].

Ex[1004] (Shaffer) FIG. 3.

Motorola Solutions, Inc. EX1039, p. 14
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Overview – Asserted References - Shaffer

Pet. at 16; Ex[1004] (Shaffer) [0025]-[0027], Fig. 2; EX [1002], ¶71.

15

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

• Shaffer describes that endpoints, including video cameras, can be grouped into 
geographic areas. 

Ex[1004] (Shaffer) [0026]-[0027].

Ex[1004] (Shaffer) FIG. 2.

Motorola Solutions, Inc. EX1039, p. 15
Motorola v. STA, IPR2023-01295



Overview – Asserted References - Shaffer

Pet. at 17-18; Ex[1004] (Shaffer) [0008], [0032], [0044], Fig. 4; EX [1002], ¶72.

16

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

• Shaffer describes that, as a user of a mobile endpoint travels between locations, the user can 
select various parameters on the endpoint’s display, including: 

a) a communication network (e.g., police or fire); and

b) local frequencies for each location (e.g., City A and City B). 

Ex[1004] (Shaffer) FIG. 4.

Motorola Solutions, Inc. EX1039, p. 16
Motorola v. STA, IPR2023-01295



Overview – Asserted References - Saylor

Pet. at 18-19; Ex[1011] (Saylor) 2:45-55, 5:37-42, 11:67-12:6, 13:51-54, Fig. 1; EX [1002], ¶¶73-74.

17

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

• U.S. Patent No. 7,113,090 (“Saylor”) (Ex[1011])

• Saylor describes a security system that provides “photos, pictures, [and] video” to an end 
user—e.g., the system notifies a recipient when it detects an “alert notification,” and the 
notification can include “video clips” from video surveillance cameras.

Ex[1011] (Saylor) 6:22-25, 7:40-43, 9:23-29, FIG. 1.
Ex[1011] (Saylor) 8:34-57, FIG. 1.

Motorola Solutions, Inc. EX1039, p. 17
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Overview – Asserted References - Saylor

Pet. at 18-19; Ex[1011] (Saylor) 6:9-15, 5:63-6:1, 11:46-55, 12:6-14, Fig. 1; EX [1002], ¶75.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

• Saylor describes databases 140,142, 144, and 146 that “store relevant information for [] 
alarm services.” 

Ex[1011] (Saylor) 8:34-57, FIG. 1.

Motorola Solutions, Inc. EX1039, p. 18
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Ground 1 – Combination of Shaffer and Saylor  

Ex[1004] (Shaffer) [0039], Fig. 3 (annotated).

Pet. at 23-24; Ex[1004] (Shaffer) [0021]-[0022], [0038], [0046]; 
EX [1002], ¶82.

19

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

A POSITA would have and could have combined Shaffer with Saylor

• Shaffer’s IS 120 allows different networks using different communication protocols (e.g., LAN 
111 and radio network 113) to communicate “audio, video, or other data” to each other via an 
IP network. 

• IS 120 can connect different networks and different regions, including different “buildings, 
campuses, cities, counties, states, countries, or any other particular geographical area.”

Motorola Solutions, Inc. EX1039, p. 19
Motorola v. STA, IPR2023-01295



Ground 1 – Combination of Shaffer and Saylor  

Pet. at 25; Ex[1004] (Shaffer) 1:17-22, 2:45- 55, 5:27-36, 5:62-65, 6:22-32, 9:22-28, 17:1-9, Fig. 1; Ex[1002] ¶83.

20

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

A POSITA would have and could have combined Shaffer with Saylor

• Saylor discloses a central security network that communicates with other 
networks—e.g., the security network is configured with rules and preferences to 
“automatically inform” recipients, such as contacts 162-164, of alarms or 
emergencies in a monitored building. 

• Saylor specifically discloses conveying video or other types of data to entities in 
other networks over an IP network. 

Ex[1011] (Saylor) Fig. 1 (annotated).

Motorola Solutions, Inc. EX1039, p. 20
Motorola v. STA, IPR2023-01295



Ground 1 – Combination of Shaffer and Saylor  

Pet. at 25-27; Ex[1004] (Shaffer) [0039]-[0040]; Ex[1011] (Saylor) 9:22-28, 11:67-12:6, 13:51-54; Ex[1002] ¶¶84-85.

21

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

A POSITA would have and could have combined Shaffer with Saylor

• A POSITA would have been motivated to connect Saylor’s central security network as an input to 
Shaffer’s IS, as explained by Dr. Polish: 

Ex[1011] (Saylor) 
Fig. 1 (annotated).

Ex[1004] (Shaffer) 
Fig. 3 (annotated).

Ex[1002] (Polish Report) ¶84.

Motorola Solutions, Inc. EX1039, p. 21
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Ground 1 – Combination of Shaffer and Saylor  

Pet. at 25-27; Ex[1004] (Shaffer) [0039]-[0040]; Ex[1011] (Saylor) 9:22-28, 11:67-12:6, 13:51-54; Ex[1002] ¶¶84-85.

22

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

A POSITA would have and could have combined Shaffer with Saylor

• A POSITA would have been motivated to connect Saylor’s central security network as an input to 
Shaffer’s IS, as explained by Dr. Polish: 

Ex[1011] (Saylor) 
Fig. 1 (annotated).

Ex[1004] (Shaffer) 
Fig. 3 (annotated).

Ex[1002] (Polish Report) ¶85.

Motorola Solutions, Inc. EX1039, p. 22
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Ground 1 – Combination of Shaffer and Saylor  

Pet. at 27; Ex[1004] (Shaffer) [0027], [0037]; Ex[1002] ¶86.

23

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

A POSITA would have and could have combined Shaffer with Saylor

• A motivation to combine is found in both references. 

• Shaffer’s IS 120 connects various types of networks—e.g., a PTT radio network (typically 
used by security or emergency personnel) and a LAN or PSTN (typically used by sensors in 
homes and businesses).

• The networks can be associated with specific locations—e.g., businesses and 
campuses.

• Shaffer’s IS 120 is well-suited to connect a first network, such as a video security system 
designed to monitor a particular building, with a second network that responds to incidents in 
those buildings. 

Motorola Solutions, Inc. EX1039, p. 23
Motorola v. STA, IPR2023-01295



Ground 1 – Combination of Shaffer and Saylor  

Pet. at 28; Ex[1011] (Saylor) 6:33-43, 8:18-33, 8:52-60, 9:25-28, 16:41-51, 17:10-21, FIG. 11; Ex[1002] ¶87.

24

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

A POSITA would have and could have combined Shaffer with Saylor

• A POSITA would have recognized that Saylor discloses the type of network well-suited to 
work with Shaffer’s IS. 

Ex[1002] (Polish Report) ¶87.

Motorola Solutions, Inc. EX1039, p. 24
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Ground 1 – Combination of Shaffer and Saylor  

Pet. at 28; Ex[1011] (Saylor) 7:48-52; Ex[1002] ¶88.

25

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

A POSITA would have and could have combined Shaffer with Saylor

• But, as explained by Dr. Polish, Saylor does not explain how to convey notifications to 
recipients in different networks.

• Shaffer’s IS provides the needed mechanism for interoperable communications to achieve 
Saylor’s goals.

Ex[1002] (Polish Report) ¶88.

Motorola Solutions, Inc. EX1039, p. 25
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Ground 1 – Combination of Shaffer and Saylor  

Pet. at 28-29; Ex[1004] (Shaffer) [0039]-[0040]; Ex[1011] (Saylor) 6:22-25, FIG. 1; Ex[1002] ¶¶89-90.

26

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

A POSITA would have and could have combined Shaffer with Saylor

• A POSITA would have had a reasonable expectation of success in combining the references 
as described.

• Saylor’s central security network sends communications to another network via Shaffer’s IS 
in the manner already envisioned by both references—by a first network sending a packet-
based communication to a second network through an intermediary network. 

• A POSITA would have recognized that Shaffer’s IS could assign and provide a multicast IP 
address for a particular group and that Saylor could store and use the address to direct 
video clips and alarm information to that group.

Ex[1011] (Saylor) 6:22-25.
Ex[1004] (Shaffer) [0020].

Motorola Solutions, Inc. EX1039, p. 26
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Ground 1 – Combination of Shaffer and Saylor  

Reply at 6. 

27

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

The Alleged Distinctions Between Shaffer and Saylor Are Irrelevant to 
the Combination and In Fact Establish a Motivation to Combine

• PO’s arguments that Shaffer and Saylor are incompatible based on (1) endpoint 
connectivity and (2) network structure lack merit. 

Endpoint Connectivity:

• Dr. Akl’s opinion that Saylor’s security system is “location-agnostic” is contradicted by 
Saylor’s actual disclosure:

• Dr. Akl admitted as much:

Ex[1036] 69:4-8.

Ex[1011] (Saylor) 10:63-65.

Motorola Solutions, Inc. EX1039, p. 27
Motorola v. STA, IPR2023-01295



Ground 1 – Combination of Shaffer and Saylor  

Reply at 6; POR at 19, 23; Ex[1002] ¶71; Ex[1036], 65:3-66:10 (failing to consider if a “command center” or “desktop computer” are mobile devices).

28

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

The Alleged Distinctions Between Shaffer and Saylor Are Irrelevant to 
the Combination and In Fact Establish a Motivation to Combine

Endpoint Connectivity:

• Shaffer’s endpoints are not all “transient” as PO suggests.

Ex[1004] (Shaffer) [0025]-[0027]. Ex[1004] (Shaffer) FIG. 2.

Motorola Solutions, Inc. EX1039, p. 28
Motorola v. STA, IPR2023-01295



Ground 1 – Combination of Shaffer and Saylor  

Reply at 6-7; POR at 19; Ex[1002], ¶¶84-85, 88-89; Ex[1011], 1:17-22, 9:22-28.

29

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

The Alleged Distinctions Between Shaffer and Saylor Are Irrelevant to 
the Combination and In Fact Establish a Motivation to Combine

Endpoint Connectivity:

• PO’s arguments are irrelevant as they attack the references individually, rather than in 
combination. 

• Saylor sending alerts to a “defined area or locality” where a transient Shaffer endpoint 
might be is precisely one reason why a POSITA would want to combine Saylor and 
Shaffer. 

• Saylor expressly describes providing alarms to transient “emergency entities” such as 
the “police, fire department . . . and others.”

• PO is simply wrong that Saylor already provides mechanisms to establish communications 
between users and authorized entities. 

• Neither PO nor its expert point to anywhere in Saylor that identifies the user-specified 
manner.

• Saylor leaves this up to the POSITA—precisely why a POSITA would have looked to 
Shaffer.

Motorola Solutions, Inc. EX1039, p. 29
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Ground 1 – Combination of Shaffer and Saylor  

Reply at 7-8; POR at 21-23; Ex[1011] (Saylor) FIG. 1, 6:23; Pet. at 28; Ex[1002], ¶¶87-89.

30

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

The Alleged Distinctions Between Shaffer and Saylor Are Irrelevant to 
the Combination and In Fact Establish a Motivation to Combine

Network Structure:

• Saylor’s express disclosures contradict PO’s argument that Saylor is a “closed” 
network. 

• Saylor’s network is a packet-based network using TCP/IP that receives alarms from security 
devices and transmits notifications to relevant recipients in other networks (e.g., via internet 
150). 

Ex[1011] (Saylor) FIG. 1.

Motorola Solutions, Inc. EX1039, p. 30
Motorola v. STA, IPR2023-01295



Ground 1 – Combination of Shaffer and Saylor  

Reply at 7-8; Pet. at 25-28.

31

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

The Alleged Distinctions Between Shaffer and Saylor Are Irrelevant to 
the Combination and In Fact Establish a Motivation to Combine

Network Structure:

• The premise of PO’s argument is wrong  the combination does not rely on modifying 
Shaffer but rather on providing network interoperability to allow Saylor’s system to 
communicate with first responders on a different network. 

• Tellingly, PO does not argue that a POSITA would not expect success in making the Shaffer-
Saylor combination.

Ex[1011] (Saylor) 
Fig. 1 (annotated).

Ex[1004] (Shaffer) 
Fig. 3 (annotated).

Motorola Solutions, Inc. EX1039, p. 31
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Ground 1 – Combination of Shaffer and Saylor  

Reply at 8-9; Ex[1004] (Shaffer) [0039]-[0040], [0046]; Ex[1002], ¶¶84-87; Pet. at 25-26, 28.

32

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

Shaffer and Saylor are not redundant

• By arguing that Saylor and Shaffer are redundant, PO contradicts its position that they 
are distinct. 

• PO conflates whether the combined references are redundant with the question of 
whether they are analogous.

• Shaffer’s IS provides the mechanism by which Saylor’s system can communicate 
alarms and video feeds to emergency services across different networks.

• PO does not—and cannot—argue that the data generated in Saylor are redundant of 
Shaffer.

• Shaffer disclosing more details regarding how to use the internet to connect to other 
networks shows that Saylor and Shaffer are not redundant but highly analogous. 

Motorola Solutions, Inc. EX1039, p. 32
Motorola v. STA, IPR2023-01295



Ground 1 – Combination of Shaffer and Saylor  

Reply at 9-10; POR, 24-25; Ex[1002], ¶¶87-88.

33

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

Shaffer and Saylor are not redundant

• PO mischaracterizes Dr. Polish’s testimony:

• Saylor does not explain in detail how to transmit information to other networks, 
which is precisely what Shaffer’s IS is designed to do. 

Ex[2008] 54:6-11.

Motorola Solutions, Inc. EX1039, p. 33
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Ground 1 – Combination of Shaffer and Saylor  

Reply at 9-10; Ex[1004], [0039]-[0040], [0046]; Ex[1002], ¶¶82-87; Pet. at 25-26, 28.

34

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

Shaffer and Saylor are not redundant

• PO’s reliance on Kinetic Concepts, Inc. v. Smith & Nephew, Inc., 688 F.3d 1342, 
1369 (Fed. Cir. 2012) is misplaced.

• In Kinetic, the party challenging “never offered evidence articulating” a motivation to 
combine.

• PO takes the Court’s note that “both . . . references independent accomplish similar 
functions” too far.

• Only Shaffer teaches interoperable communication functions for connecting 
endpoints used by first responders to each other, which is why a POSITA would 
have looked to it to achieve Saylor’s goals.

Motorola Solutions, Inc. EX1039, p. 34
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Ground 1 – Combination of Shaffer and Saylor  

Reply at 10-11; POR at 26-29.

35

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

PO Ignores the Motivation Described in the Petition

• PO’s fallback position is that Shaffer and Saylor “could” be combined, not that they 
would have been.

• Disclosures in the prior art showing that two systems were compatible are highly 
relevant to obviousness. In re Klein, 647 F.3d 1343, 1348 (Fed. Cir. 2011).

• PO does not dispute the Petition’s assertion that:

Pet. at 27.

Motorola Solutions, Inc. EX1039, p. 35
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Ground 1 – Combination of Shaffer and Saylor  

Reply at 11; POR at 28.

36

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

PO Ignores the Motivation Described in the Petition

• PO’s argument that there would be no reason to store IP addresses in Saylor’s 
stationary network because Shaffer discloses storing them in transient endpoints is 
incorrect. 

• The endpoints in Shaffer are not all transient (e.g., PC, command center). 
Ex[1004], [0025].

• Shaffer discloses storing IP addresses in a computer—the IS itself provides IP 
addresses to a group of endpoints. Ex[1004], [0039]-[0040].

• Saylor expressly discloses:

Ex[1011] (Saylor) 8:34-41.

Motorola Solutions, Inc. EX1039, p. 36
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Ground 1 – Combination of Shaffer and Saylor  

Reply at 11; Pet. at 27.

37

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

PO Ignores the Motivation Described in the Petition

• In the combination, Shaffer’s IS sends the relevant IP addresses to Saylor’s server 
for storage and use for needed communication, exactly consistent with both Saylor 
and Shaffer.

Ex[1011] (Saylor) 
Fig. 1 (annotated).

Ex[1004] (Shaffer) 
Fig. 3 (annotated).

Motorola Solutions, Inc. EX1039, p. 37
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Ground 1 (Shaffer-Saylor) – Claim 1, Preamble 1[Pre]

1[Pre] A method comprising:

Ex[1004] (Shaffer) Abstract.

Pet. at 29; Ex[1002], ¶91.

38
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Ground 1 (Shaffer-Saylor) – Claim 1, Element 1[a]

1[a] monitoring a selection of a communication channel by a user of a mobile 
communication device;

Ex[1004] (Shaffer) FIG. 3.

Pet. at 29-31; Ex[1004] (Shaffer) [0020], [0037]-[0040]; Ex[1002], ¶¶92-93.
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DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

Ex[1004] (Shaffer) [0037].

Ex[1004] (Shaffer) [0039].

Motorola Solutions, Inc. EX1039, p. 39
Motorola v. STA, IPR2023-01295



Ground 1 (Shaffer-Saylor) – Claim 1, Element 1[a]

1[a] monitoring a selection of a communication channel by a user of a mobile 
communication device;

Pet. at 31; Ex[1004] (Shaffer) [0034], [0040], [0041]; Ex[1002], ¶94. 

40

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

Ex[1004] (Shaffer) [0034]. Ex[1004] (Shaffer) [0040].

• Shaffer’s IS monitors selection of the communication channel by a user to 
set the mobile communication device to the communication channel. 
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Ground 1 (Shaffer-Saylor) – Claim 1, Element 1[a]

1[a] monitoring a selection of a communication channel by a user of a mobile 
communication device;

Pet. at 31; Ex[1002], ¶95. 

41

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

Ex[1004] (Shaffer) [0044].

• The selection of the communication channel is monitored by the mobile 
endpoint processor so that the endpoint can “receive[] and transmit[] voice 
and other data” with other devices.
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Ground 1 (Shaffer-Saylor) – Claim 1, Element 1[b]

Pet. at 32-33; Ex[1002] ¶96.

42

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

1[b] providing a plurality of radio frequencies on a display of the mobile communication 
device, each radio frequency being associated with a geographical zone;

Ex[1004] (Shaffer) FIG. 4.

• In Shaffer, a user’s device can store a plurality of radio frequencies 
associated with geographical zones. 

Ex[1004] (Shaffer) [0046].
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Ground 1 (Shaffer-Saylor) – Claim 1, Element 1[b]

Pet. at 33-34; Ex[1002] ¶¶97-98.

43

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

1[b] providing a plurality of radio frequencies on a display of the mobile communication 
device, each radio frequency being associated with a geographical zone;

Ex[1004] (Shaffer) FIG. 2.

• Each geographic region may contain one or more communication networks 60-64, each 

of which may have different “assigned radio frequencies.”  

Ex[1004] (Shaffer) [0027].
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Ground 1 (Shaffer-Saylor) – Claim 1, Element 1[b]

Pet. at 34-35; Ex[1002] ¶99.

44

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

1[b] providing a plurality of radio frequencies on a display of the mobile communication 
device, each radio frequency being associated with a geographical zone;

Ex[1004] (Shaffer) FIG. 4.

• Shaffer discloses that the radio frequencies are provided by the memory 208 to a 
display on the user interface 204. 

Ex[1004] (Shaffer) [0044].
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Ground 1 (Shaffer-Saylor) – Claim 1, Element 1[b]

Pet. at 35; Ex[1002] ¶100.

45

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

1[b] providing a plurality of radio frequencies on a display of the mobile communication 
device, each radio frequency being associated with a geographical zone;

Ex[1004] (Shaffer) [0044].

• The frequencies are presented to the user (e.g., using a touch screen display) for 
selection by the “pressing” of a touch screen “key stroke.” 

• A POSITA would have recognized that displaying multiple available frequencies on 
Shaffer’s touch screen for selection by a “key stroke” would have been obvious and one 
of a finite number of predictable options for selecting on the touch screen all available 
frequencies in an area. 

Ex[1004] (Shaffer) [0035].
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Ground 1 (Shaffer-Saylor) – Claim 1, Element 1[b]

Shaffer-Saylor teaches “providing a plurality of radio frequencies 
on a display of the mobile communication device”

• PO’s unrevised argument is wrong for the reasons already articulated by the Board. 

• Shaffer’s “communication settings” include “radio frequency” and “specific buttons may 
be used to switch communications settings.”

• PO ignores Shaffer’s express teaching that user interface 204 comprises a display into 
which a user “may input instructions” or press a “key stroke” to change communication 
settings.

Reply at 12; Ex[1004] (Shaffer) [0031]-[0032], [0035]-[0036]; Ex[1002] ¶100.

46

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

Ex[1004] 
(Shaffer) 
FIG. 4.

Ex[1004] (Shaffer) [0044].
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Ground 1 (Shaffer-Saylor) – Claim 1, Element 1[b]

Shaffer-Saylor teaches “providing a plurality of radio frequencies 
on a display of the mobile communication device”

• The Board already rejected PO’s argument that Shaffer does not disclose radio frequencies 
on a display. 

• Additionally, PO does not dispute the Petition’s assertion that it would have been obvious to 
a POSITA to display the radio frequencies as claimed in view of Shaffer-Saylor. 

Reply at 12; Pet. at 35 (citing Ex[1002] ¶100).

47

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

Ex[1002] (Polish Report) ¶100.
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Ground 1 (Shaffer-Saylor) – Claim 1, Element 1[c]

1[c] from which a plurality of video feeds associated with the geographic zone are 
sourced;

Pet. at 35-36; Ex[1011] (Saylor) 11:64-12:16; Ex[1002] ¶101.
Ex[1011] (Saylor) FIG. 10.

48

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

• Shaffer-Saylor discloses that each geographic region in Shaffer (e.g., a building or a 
campus) can also be the source of and associated with a plurality of video feeds. 

• Saylor discloses “video cameras” in a geographic zone, 
such as a building of a “business.”

Ex[1011] (Saylor) 16:52-64.
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Ground 1 (Shaffer-Saylor) – Claim 1, Element 1[d]

1[d] monitoring a selection of a radio frequency of the plurality of radio frequencies by the 
user;

Pet. at 36; Ex[1004] (Shaffer) [0035]-[0036], [0045]-[0047]; Ex[1002] ¶102.

49

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

• As discussed for limitation 1[b], Shaffer discloses and renders obvious that the 
frequencies are provided on the display of a mobile communication device for 
selection by the user.

• The user’s frequency selection is monitored by the processor of the mobile endpoint. 

• Displaying multiple available frequencies on Shaffer’s touch screen for selection by a 
“key stroke” on a touch screen would at least have been obvious. 

Ex[1004] (Shaffer) [0044].
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Ground 1 (Shaffer-Saylor) – Claim 1, Element 1[d]

1[d] monitoring a selection of a radio frequency of the plurality of radio frequencies by the 
user;

Reply at 14.

50

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

• PO’s argument that Shaffer-Saylor fails to teach limitation 1[d] relies primarily on PO’s 
argument that Shaffer fails to disclose limitation 1[b] and is wrong for the reasons 
above.

• Additionally, the Board already rejected PO’s argument that Shaffer’s monitoring is 
limited to “entering a new communication network.”

• PO’s argument ignores Shaffer’s express teachings and selectively quotes from the 
prior art. 

Ex[1004] (Shaffer) [0044].

Paper 11 (Decision) 46.
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Ground 1 (Shaffer-Saylor) – Claim 1, Element 1[e]

51

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

1[e] identifying at least one video feed by selecting the at least one video feed from the plurality 
of video feeds associated with the geographic zone, wherein the at least one video feed is 
associated with the selected communication channel based on a user policy that identifies 
one or more video feeds that are relevant to the user when the user accesses the selected 
communication channel,

Pet. at 36-37; Ex[1002] ¶¶103-04.

• Shaffer-Saylor discloses limitation 1[e] under any party’s proposed 
construction. 

• FIG. 10 shows how Saylor’s central security network identifies and 
selects a video feed associated with a geographic zone. 

Ex[1011] (Saylor) FIG. 10.

Ex[1011] (Saylor) 16:52-53, 60-64, 17:1-3.
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Ground 1 (Shaffer-Saylor) – Claim 1, Element 1[e]

52

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

1[e] identifying at least one video feed by selecting the at least one video feed from the plurality 
of video feeds associated with the geographic zone, wherein the at least one video feed is 
associated with the selected communication channel based on a user policy that identifies 
one or more video feeds that are relevant to the user when the user accesses the selected 
communication channel,

Pet. at 38-39; Ex[1002] ¶105.

• Shaffer-Saylor accesses a user preferences database that associates the video feed with 
the selected communication channel. 

• According to Saylor:

• When an event occurs (such as motion), the central security network can send relevant info, 
such as video clips, “via the Internet 150” to “[a]n emergency entity 164.”

Ex[1011] (Saylor) 12:17-21.

Ex[1011] (Saylor) 8:36-39, 43-48, 52-54.
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Ground 1 (Shaffer-Saylor) – Claim 1, Element 1[e]

53

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

1[e] identifying at least one video feed by selecting the at least one video feed from the plurality 
of video feeds associated with the geographic zone, wherein the at least one video feed is 
associated with the selected communication channel based on a user policy that identifies 
one or more video feeds that are relevant to the user when the user accesses the selected 
communication channel,

Pet. at 39-40; Ex[1004] (Shaffer) [0039]-[0040]; Ex[1002] ¶106.

• Shaffer’s IS can assign a multicast IP address to the relevant security forces and provide 
the IP address to Saylor’s databases for storage.

• Saylor’s central security network can lookup the multicast address and use it to send 
information to the security personnel that have selected this communication channel.

Ex[1011] (Saylor) 
Fig. 1 (annotated).

Ex[1004] (Shaffer) 
Fig. 3 (annotated).
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Ground 1 (Shaffer-Saylor) – Claim 1, Element 1[e]

54

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

1[e] identifying at least one video feed by selecting the at least one video feed from the plurality 
of video feeds associated with the geographic zone, wherein the at least one video feed is 
associated with the selected communication channel based on a user policy that identifies 
one or more video feeds that are relevant to the user when the user accesses the selected 
communication channel,

Pet. at 40-41; Ex[1002] ¶107.

• The claimed “user policy” is the set of preferences in Saylor’s databases identifying when to 
notify users (e.g., security personnel) and what to send them. 

• In the Shaffer-Saylor combination, Saylor’s central security network sends notifications to 
users using the assigned multicast IP address. 

• When security personnel selects a communication channel associated with the multicast IP 
address, the officer can access the transmitted communications. 

Ex[1011] (Saylor) Abstract.
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Ground 1 (Shaffer-Saylor) – Claim 1, Element 1[e]

Shaffer-Saylor teaches “identifying at least one video feed by 
selecting the at least one video feed from the plurality of video 

feeds associated with the geographic zone”

• PO incorrectly asserts that the Petition fails to address the requirement that a video 
feed is selected “from the plurality of video feeds.” 

• The Petition addresses the plurality of feeds for limitation 1[c] by referencing Saylor’s 
plurality of video feeds from “video cameras” (plural) located in “each geographic 
region” (e.g., “building or campus”) that the system monitors.

• PO does not dispute that Shaffer-Saylor discloses limitation 1[c].

• For limitation 1[e], the Petition describes identifying and selecting a specific one of 
those video feeds when a “trigger” event occurs at a particular camera and based on a 
corresponding “user policy.”

Reply at 2-3; POR at 14-15.
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Ground 1 (Shaffer-Saylor) – Claim 1, Element 1[e]

Shaffer-Saylor teaches “identifying at least one video feed by 
selecting the at least one video feed from the plurality of video 

feeds associated with the geographic zone”

• PO argues that Shaffer-Saylor does not disclose limitation 1[e] because “each camera works 
in a silo” and Saylor purportedly does not first receive and review all feeds at a central 
location and then select one.

• PO’s experts agree that Claim 1 has no such requirements. For example:

• In Shaffer-Saylor, the “geographic zone” can be a “building” that includes multiple cameras, 
each with a video feed, and one feed is selected when motion is detected at a particular 
camera. 

Reply at 3-4; POR at 1, 14-15. 

56

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

Ex[1037] (Infringement Report) ] ¶385.
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Ground 1 (Shaffer-Saylor) – Claim 1, Element 1[e]

Shaffer-Saylor teaches “identifying at least one video feed by 
selecting the at least one video feed from the plurality of video 

feeds associated with the geographic zone”

• PO’s expert could not explain why selection by a motion sensor differs from the claimed 
selecting:

• Indeed, PO’s infringement allegations in district court rely on a “trigger” event: 

Reply at 4. 

57

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

Ex[1036], 62:5-11.

Ex[1037] (Infringement Report) ] ¶429.
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Ground 1 (Shaffer-Saylor) – Claim 1, Element 1[e]

Shaffer-Saylor teaches “identifying at least one video feed by 
selecting the at least one video feed from the plurality of video 

feeds associated with the geographic zone”

• Shaffer-Saylor teaches limitation 1[e] even under PO’s narrow limitation.

• Saylor implements “personalized alarm services” and stores user policies at a central 
server for determining which triggered video feeds received by the server should then 
be selected and conveyed to particular entities. 

• Saylor’s central server receives multiple video feeds (e.g., where motion is detected) 
and selects one or more of those feeds to send to a user/entity based on the stored 
rules/preferences. 

Reply at 4.

58

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

Ex[1011] (Saylor) FIG. 1.
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Ground 1 (Shaffer-Saylor) – Claim 1, Element 1[e]

Shaffer-Saylor teaches “identifying at least one video feed by 
selecting the at least one video feed from the plurality of video 

feeds associated with the geographic zone”

• PO’s argument that a feed must be selected from the plurality “before” recorded 
images from the feed are sent to the central server also fails.

• The claims do not recite this purported order of steps, nor a “server” of any kind.

• Even under PO’s narrow interpretation, Saylor’s security network selects one of the 
plurality of feeds in the geographic area before recorded images are sent to the central 
server via the motion detection trigger.

Reply at 4-5; POR at 15.
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Ground 1 (Shaffer-Saylor) – Claim 1, Element 1[e]

Shaffer-Saylor teaches “identifying at least one video feed by 
selecting the at least one video feed from the plurality of video 

feeds associated with the geographic zone”

• PO’s attempt to distinguish Saylor’s selection via motion detection trigger fails because 
the claim does not require that any particular part of the system perform the monitoring. 

• PO’s expert did not assert that any particular part of the system performs the 
monitoring:

Reply at 5.

60

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

Ex[1036], 43:9-15.
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Ground 1 (Shaffer-Saylor) – Claim 1, Element 1[e]

Shaffer-Saylor renders obvious associating a video feed with a communication 
channel “. . . when the user accesses the selected communication channel”

• PO rehashes its rejected argument that Saylor’s use of a user policy to identify relevant 
feeds for an entity does not do so “when the user accesses the selected communication 
channel.” 

• But the Shaffer-Saylor combination works in the same way as the ’830 Patent. 

• The Board has already credited the Petition’s explanation that:

• In Saylor, the user policy identifies relevant video feeds in Saylor’s security system for 
users associated with a specific communication channel (IP address) provided by 
Shaffer’s IS.

• The IS makes the video feeds accessible to a user when that user selects the 
communication channel associated with the IP address.

Reply at 14-15; POR at 32-34; Ex[1002] ¶106
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Ground 1 (Shaffer-Saylor) – Claim 1, Element 1[e]

Shaffer-Saylor renders obvious associating a video feed with a communication 
channel “. . . when the user accesses the selected communication channel”

• ’830 Patent dependent claim 6 confirms that video feed identification can be accomplished 
via a database before the user selects the channel. 

• ’830 Patent FIG. 3 also discloses:

Reply at 15.

62

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

The method of claim 1, further comprising:
accessing a database to identify a group of video feeds associated with the user; and
when the user selects the communication channel, providing access to the group of video 

feeds associated with the user to one or more other users of the communication channel

6

Ex[1001], 5:38-42, FIG. 3.

Ex[1001], cl. 6.
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Ground 1 (Shaffer-Saylor) – Claim 1, Element 1[e]

Shaffer-Saylor renders obvious associating a video feed with a communication 
channel “. . . when the user accesses the selected communication channel”

• PO’s argument improperly fixates on Saylor individually rather than the Shaffer-Saylor 
combination.

• Bradium Techs. LLC v. Iancu, 923 F.3d 1032, 1050 (Fed. Cir. 2019) (obviousness 
“cannot be overcome by ‘attacking references individually’”).

Reply at 15-16.
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Ground 1 (Shaffer-Saylor) – Claim 1, Element 1[f]

1[f] the one or more video feeds being independent of the selected communication 
channel; and

Ex[1011] (Saylor) 10:43-45.

64

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

• Saylor’s central security network selects video feeds, for example, from video 
surveillance cameras at a building or home. 

• In the combined system, the Saylor’s configurable central security network associates 
video feeds with the communication channel (e.g., multicast IP channel) based on a 
user’s preferences and relevant events triggering the forwarding of the video feeds.

Pet. at 41-42; Ex[1002] ¶¶108-109.
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Ground 1 (Shaffer-Saylor) – Claim 1, Element 1[f]

The District Court’s Claim Construction of Limitation 1[f]

• The District Court construed limitation 1[f] as follows:

• Neither party proposed this construction, and the court’s claim construction order did 
not issue until well after the Petition’s filing.

• Nevertheless, in the combined system, Saylor’s configurable central security network 
associates its video feeds with the selected communication channel regardless of which 
channel the user selected. 

Reply at 1-2; Pet. at 41-42.

65

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

“the one or more video feeds being capable of being 
associated with more than the selected communication 
channel.”

“the one or more video feeds being 
independent of the selected 
communication channel”

’830 Patent: Claim 1
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Ground 1 (Shaffer-Saylor) – Claim 1, Element 1[g]

1[g] providing access to the identified at least one video feed to the mobile communication 
device based on the user policy. 

Pet. at 42; Ex[1002], ¶110.

66

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

Ex[1004] (Shaffer) [0039].

• Saylor’s central security network sends video clips to mobile devices based on the 
user policy stored in databases. 

• If a notification is sent to the selected communication channel (multicast IP address), 
the group members can access it.

Ex[1011] (Saylor) 8:45-48, 9:22-28.
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Ground 1 (Shaffer-Saylor) – Claim 2

2 The method of claim 1, wherein providing access comprises associating the identified 
at least one video feed with the mobile communication device in a database that is 
used to manage access to independent video feeds in a network based on audio 
communication channels that are selected by communication devices in the network.

Ex[1011] (Saylor) 5:47-50.

Pet. at 42-43; Ex[1002], ¶¶111-13.

67

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

• Saylor’s database associates video feeds with the user’s selected multicast IP 
address (an audio communication channel).

• The system in Saylor can send notifications to users based on a defined area:

• Shaffer’s IS can track GPS information of users. Ex[1004] (Shaffer) [0016], [0041].

• It would have been obvious to a POSITA that Shaffer’s IS could provide the tracked 
location information to Saylor’s central security network so that the network can notify 
users on the audio communication channel of an event. 
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Ground 1 (Shaffer-Saylor) – Claim 3, Element 3[a]

3[a] The method of claim 1, further comprising: accessing a database to identify a plurality 
of members of an emergency response team that includes the user of the mobile 
communication device; and

Pet. at 43; Ex[1002], ¶114; Reply at 16.

68

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

• PO’s argument that the Petition failed to address limitation 3[a] is incorrect. 

• The Petition indicates that, as explained for claim 2, Saylor’s database may contain location 
information to identify members of an emergency response team associated with a 
communication channel. 

• Petition’s claim 2 statement that “Saylor’s database associates video feeds with the user’s 
selected multicast IP address” meets limitation 3[a] because Saylor’s database contains 
information to identify members of an emergency response team associated with a 
communication channel. 

Ex[1011] (Saylor) 8:36-39, 43-48, 52-54, 12:17-21.

Motorola Solutions, Inc. EX1039, p. 68
Motorola v. STA, IPR2023-01295



Ground 1 (Shaffer-Saylor) – Claim 3, Element 3[b]

3[b] presenting a plurality of available video feeds on the display of the mobile 
communication device, the plurality of available video feeds including video streams 
associated with the plurality of members of the emergency response team.

Pet. at 44; Ex[1002], ¶115; Reply at 16-17.

69

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

• As explained for limitation 1[e], video streams may be associated 
with a communication channel and team. 

• For example, FIG. 10 shows how Saylor’s central security 
network identifies and selects a video feed associated with a 
geographic zone.

Ex[1011] (Saylor) 16:52-53, 60-64, 17:1-3.

Ex[1011] (Saylor) FIG. 10.
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Ground 1 (Shaffer-Saylor) – Claim 3, Element 3[b]

70

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

3[b] presenting a plurality of available video feeds on the display of the mobile 
communication device, the plurality of available video feeds including video streams 
associated with the plurality of members of the emergency response team.

Pet. at 38-39; Ex[1002] ¶105.

• Shaffer-Saylor accesses a user preferences database that associates the video feed with 
the selected communication channel. 

• According to Saylor:

• When an event occurs (such as motion), the central security network can send relevant info, 
such as video clips, “via the Internet 150” to “a[n] emergency entity 164.”

Ex[1011] (Saylor) 12:17-21.

Ex[1011] (Saylor) 8:36-39, 43-48, 52-54.
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Ground 1 (Shaffer-Saylor) – Claim 3, Element 3[b]

3[b] presenting a plurality of available video feeds on the display of the mobile 
communication device, the plurality of available video feeds including video streams 
associated with the plurality of members of the emergency response team.

Pet. at 44; Ex[1002], ¶115; Reply at 16-17.

71

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

• Dr. Polish also notes that Shaffer discloses that each mobile device can support video 
communication and explains that:  

• PO cites only the Board’s decision in an unrelated proceeding to allege that Dr. Polish 
failed to support his testimony. 

Ex[1004] (Shaffer) [0025].

Ex[1002], ¶115.
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Ground 1 (Shaffer-Saylor) – Claim 4

4 The method of claim 3, wherein the available video feeds are sourced from a group of 
surveillance cameras.

Pet. at 44; Ex[1002], ¶116.

72

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

• For the reasons described for limitation 1[f], Shaffer-Saylor discloses 
dependent claim 4.

• For example, Saylor’s central security network selects video feeds, for 
example, from video surveillance cameras at a building or home.

• In the combined system, the network associates video feeds with the 
communication channel (e.g., multicast IP channel) based on a user’s 
preferences and relevant events triggering the forwarding of the video feeds.

Ex[1011] (Saylor) 10:43-45.

Ex[1011] (Saylor) 10:31-34.
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Ground 1 (Shaffer-Saylor) – Claim 5

5 The method of claim 1, wherein the communication channel is a Push-To-Talk (PTT) 
channel in a PTT communication network and the mobile communication device is a 
PTT radio.

Pet. at 44-45; Ex[1002], ¶¶117-18.

73

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

• Shaffer renders claim 5 obvious under any party’s construction. 

• Shaffer’s express disclosures include: 

• A POSITA would have understood that a single keystroke can be a PTT key, and the 
channel can transmit half-duplex communications. 

Ex[1004] (Shaffer) [0037], [0040].
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Ground 1 (Shaffer-Saylor) – Claim 7, Element 7[a]

7[a] The method of claim 1, further comprising: monitoring an audio signal generated in 
proximity to a video camera providing a first video feed included in the identified at 
least one video feed;

Pet. at 45; Ex[1011] (Saylor) 16:41-51; Ex[1002], ¶¶119-20.

74

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

• Saylor discloses that the central security network can include “sound” sensors, which 
could have been located in “proximity” to the camera providing video notifications. 

• Saylor describes that a video camera can monitor a specific area, such as the front 
door of a building, and a camera near the dear can identify motion. 

• It would have been obvious that a “sound” sensor could also be installed by the door 
to detect break-in, in addition to movement. 

Ex[1011] (Saylor) 14:17-20.
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Ground 1 (Shaffer-Saylor) – Claim 7, Elements 7[b]-[c]

7[b] processing the audio signal to identify an audio event; and;

7[c] based on the identified audio event, providing access to the first video feed to a 
plurality of mobile communication devices in a group of mobile communication 
devices, the group of mobile communication devices including the mobile 
communication device of the user corresponding to the selection of the 
communication channel.

Pet. at 45-46; Ex[1002], ¶¶121-22.

75

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

• Shaffer-Saylor renders limitation 7[b] obvious because, like limitation 7[a], it would 
have been obvious for Saylor’s central security network to process the output of the 
sound sensor to determine if there was an audio event. 

• Regarding limitation 7[c], it would have been obvious that Saylor’s central security 
network could send a video clip from a camera near the front door when a sound of 
breaking glass is detected near the front door.  
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• Dr. Polish cites Ex[1008] for this exact point. 

• Randall Mfg. v. Rea, 733 F.3d 1355, 1362-63 
(Fed. Cir. 2013) (requiring assessing 
“background information” possessed by a 
POSITA).

Ground 1 (Shaffer-Saylor) – Claim 7

Dr. Polish did support his opinion that 
it would have been obvious to put a 
sound sensor next to a front door to 

detect breaking glass

Reply at 1-2; POR at 37.

76

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

Ex[1002], ¶120.

Ex[1008], p.2.
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Ground 1 (Shaffer-Saylor) – Claim 8

8 The method of claim 1, wherein the communication channel is associated with a 
Virtual Talk Group (VTG).

Pet. at 46-47; Ex[1004] (Shaffer) [0027], [0034], [0037]-[0039]; Ex[1002], ¶123.

77

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

• As described for limitation 1[a], the selected communication channel (e.g., 
multicast IP address) in Shaffer is for a virtual talk group, which 
communicates using the IP multicast address.
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Ground 1 (Shaffer-Saylor) – Claims 9 & 10

9 The method of claim 1, wherein providing access to the video feeds depends on a 
video association policy.

10 The method of claim 9, wherein the video association policy includes a role of the 
user defined in a policy database.

Pet. at 47; Ex[1002], ¶¶124-26.

78

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

• The ’830 patent does not use the term “video association policy” but does describe:

• The ’830 patent also describes policies that “governs the association of video streams with 
communication channels and VTGs,” as well as policies that identify “available feeds” based 
on a “particular role” associated with the user. Ex[1001], 9:45-48, 10:61-65. 

• As described for limitation 1[e], the preferences and rules stored in Saylor’s central security 
system databases associate video feeds with communication channels (e.g., multicast IP 
addresses in the combined system) using the same types of policies. 

• For the same reasons described for claim 9, Shaffer-Saylor discloses claim 10.

Ex[1001], 4:29-33.
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Ground 1 (Shaffer-Saylor) – Claim 11

11[a] The method of claim 1, further comprising: identifying a geographical location of 
the user's mobile communication device using a Global Positioning System;

Pet. at 48; Ex[1004] (Shaffer) [0040]-[0041], [0044], [0046]-[0047]; Ex[1002], ¶127.

79

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

• Shaffer expressly describes using GPS for identifying a geographical 
location of a user’s mobile communication device. 

Ex[1004] (Shaffer) [0040].
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Ground 1 (Shaffer-Saylor) – Claim 11

11[b] identifying that the at least one video feed is associated with the geographical location; 
associating the at least one video feed with other mobile communication devices set to the 
same channel as the user's mobile communication device; and automatically rendering 
access to the at least one video feed to the other mobile communication devices.

Pet. at 48; Ex[1002], ¶¶128-29.

80

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

• Shaffer-Saylor discloses that each geographic location in Shaffer (e.g., a building or a 
campus) can also be the source of a plurality of video feeds.

• As described in limitation 1[e], the video feeds in that geographical location are 
associated with a communication channel, such as a multicast IP address. 

• Any device accessing the multicast IP address will automatically have access to the 
corresponding video feeds. 

Ex[1011] (Saylor) 10:24-34.
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Ground 1 (Shaffer-Saylor) – Claim 12

12 The method of claim 1, wherein the selected communication channel is a selected 
audio communication channel that is selected from a plurality of audio communication 
channels, the at least one video feed being associated with the selected audio 
communication channel, and the user policy identifying the one or more video feeds 
that are relevant to the user when the user accesses the selected audio 
communication channel.

Pet. at 49; Ex[1002], ¶¶130-31.

81

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

• As discussed for limitation 1[a] and claim 2, Shaffer discloses that the selected 
communication channel can be an “audio communication channel,” which the user 
selected from a plurality as the user moves from one location to another.

• As discussed for limitations 1[e] and 1[g], Shaffer-Saylor discloses a user policy stored 
in a database that identifies the relevant video feeds to a user of a particular group, 
associates the relevant video feeds with the audio communication channel for that 
group, and provides those feeds to the user when the user accesses that channel.
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Ground 1 (Shaffer-Saylor) – Claim 13

13 The method of claim 1, wherein the user policy associates the at least one video feed 
with the selected communication channel based on the geographic zone from which 
the at least one video feed is sourced and a device group that includes the user's 
communication device.

Pet. at 49-50; Ex[1002], ¶¶132-34.

82

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

• As described for claims 1 and 12, Shaffer-Saylor discloses a user policy that 
associates at least one video feed with the selected communication channel.

• As described for claims 2 and 9, Shaffer-Saylor discloses or renders obvious 
that the user policy can be based on the geographic zone from which the at 
least one video feed is sourced and the device group that includes the user’s 
device.
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Ground 1 (Shaffer-Saylor) – Claim 14

14 The method of claim 1, wherein the user policy associates the at least one video feed 
with the selected communication channel by comparing a first geographic zone from 
which the at least one video feed is sourced with a second geographic zone 
corresponding to a location of the user's communication device.

Pet. at 50; Ex[1002], ¶135.

83

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

• As described for claim 2, it would have been obvious for Saylor’s database 
to track the location of users and compare user location with the location of a 
device providing a video feed before associating the video feed with the 
communication channel including that user.
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Ground 1 (Shaffer-Saylor) – Claim 15

Pet. at 50-51.

84

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

Shaffer’s “system.” Ex[1004], Abstract, 
[0001]; Ex[1002], ¶136. 

15[pre]: An apparatus

Shaffer’s processor in a mobile 
communication device and in the IS. 
Ex[1004], [0038], [0044]-[0045], [0048]; 
Ex[1002], ¶137.

Saylor’s server for “processing” alarm 
information. Ex[1011], 35:45-48; Ex[1002], 
¶137.

15[a]: at least one processor
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Ground 1 (Shaffer-Saylor) – Claim 15

Pet. at 51-53.

85

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

Shaffer’s memory at the mobile communication 
device 
and the IS for communicating with the processor. 
Ex[1004], [0031], [0036], [0038], [0040], [0044]-
[0046], [0048]; Ex[1002], ¶¶138-39.

Saylor’s databases. Ex[1011], FIG. 1, 6:9-32, 8:34-
9:21; Ex[1002], ¶¶138-39.

15[b]: a memory in communication with the at least one 
processor, the memory being configured to store a 
video stream association module executable by the at 
least one processor, the video stream association 
module being executed by the at least one processor 
to cause operations to be performed

Non-MPF Limitation: The video association 
module is simply stored in the memory of Shaffer’s 
mobile device and IS, and Saylor’s central security 
network and databases. Ex[1002], ¶¶140-42.

15[b]: a memory in communication with the at least one 
processor, the memory being configured to store a 
video stream association module executable by the at 
least one processor, the video stream association 
module being executed by the at least one processor 
to cause operations to be performed

MPF Limitation: The video stream association 
module includes (1) Shaffer’s mobile 
communication device, (2) Shaffer’s IS, and (3) 
Saylor’s central security server and databases. 
Ex[1002], ¶143.

15[b]: a memory in communication with the at least one 
processor, the memory being configured to store a 
video stream association module executable by the at 
least one processor, the video stream association 
module being executed by the at least one processor 
to cause operations to be performed
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• For the reasons provided above and for claim 1, a POSITA would have found 
limitations 15[c]-[i] obvious in view of Shaffer-Saylor.

Ground 1 (Shaffer-Saylor) – Claim 15, Elements 15[c]-[i]

Pet. at 54; Ex[1002], ¶144.

86
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• Dependent Claims 16-19, 21-22, and 24
• For the reasons described for claims 2-5, 7-8, and 11, respectively, 

Shaffer-Saylor disclose the additional limitations of claims 16-19, 21-22, 
and 24.

• Dependent Claim 23
• For the reasons described for claims 9 and 10, Shaffer-Saylor disclose 

the additional limitations of claim 23.

Ground 1 (Shaffer-Saylor) – Other Challenged Claims

Pet. at 54; Ex[1002], ¶¶145-152.
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Ground 2 – Claims 1–5, 8-19, 22-24 
are obvious over Gogic in view of 
Opitz
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Overview – Asserted References - Gogic

Pet. at 20-21; Ex[1006] (Gogic) [0010]-[0011], [0034]-[0035], [0039], [0047], [0056]; Ex[1002], ¶¶76-77. 

89

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

• U.S. Patent Publication No. 2007/0173273 (“Gogic”) (Ex[1006])

• Gogic describes a system and method for providing communication services to an ad-hoc 
“group” or “net” of communication devices (CDs)—e.g., “wireless telephones,” “video 
cameras,” and “laptops.”

Ex[1006] (Gogic) [0039], [0056].

Ex[1006] (Gogic) FIG. 2.
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Overview – Asserted References - Gogic

Pet. at 21-22; Ex[1006] (Gogic) FIG. 4; Ex[1002], ¶¶78-79.

90

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

Ex[1006] (Gogic) FIG. 4.

• Gogic describes how CM 218 forms an ad-hoc communication group.
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Overview – Asserted References - Opitz

Pet. at 22-23; Ex[1007] (Opitz) 1:32-43, Fig. 1; Ex[1002], ¶¶80-81. 

91

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

• U.S. Patent No. 8,090,388 (“Opitz”) (Ex[1007])

• Opitz describes a communication system in which a mobile radio 110 moves between 
geographic locations 100/102, with multiple base stations 104/106 and frequencies associated 
with each location. 

Ex[1007] (Opitz) 5:3-15, 6:13-17, FIG. 1.
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Ground 2 (Gogic-Opitz) – Claim 1, Preamble 1[Pre]

1[Pre] A method comprising:

Ex[1006] (Gogic) Abstract.

Pet. at 55; Ex[1002], ¶154.
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Ground 2 (Gogic-Opitz) – Claim 1, Element 1[a]

1[a] monitoring a selection of a communication channel by a user of a mobile 
communication device;

Ex[1006] (Gogic) FIG. 2.
Pet. at 55-56; Ex[1006] (Gogic) [0034]-[0035], [0045]; Ex[1002], ¶¶155-56.

93

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

Ex[1006] (Gogic) [0045].

• Gogic describes an ad-hoc group of CDs (e.g., CDs 202, 204, 206) having a 
designated communication channel, for example, over the “Internet” or “a dedicated 
forward channel” in a radio system. 
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Ground 2 (Gogic-Opitz) – Claim 1, Element 1[a]

1[a] monitoring a selection of a communication channel by a user of a mobile 
communication device;

Pet. at 57-58; Ex[1006] (Gogic) [0045]; Ex[1002], ¶157. 

94

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

Ex[1006] (Gogic) [0042].

Ex[1006] (Gogic) [0026].

• The user of a mobile CD selects a communication channel, for example, 
through activation of a push-to-talk (PTT) key or switch. 
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Ground 2 (Gogic-Opitz) – Claim 1, Element 1[a]

1[a] monitoring a selection of a communication channel by a user of a mobile 
communication device;

Pet. at 58; Ex[1002], ¶158. 

95

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

Ex[1006] (Gogic) [0042].

• The selection of the communication channel by the user of a CD is monitored 
by the communication manager 218 (CM 218).
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Ground 2 (Gogic-Opitz) – Claim 1, Element 1[a]

Gogic teaches limitation 1[a]

• PO does not dispute that Gogic’s CDs communicate over a channel, that a CD user 
communicates on that channel by activating a PTT key, or that Gogic’s CM 218 
monitors the user’s activation of the PTT key.

• The intrinsic record does not support PO’s argument that activation of a PTT key is not 
the claimed selection because the user cannot select a channel that “exist[s]” and was 
set up by a dispatcher. 

• The claims do not require that the user create the channel, and the ’830 Patent’s 
specification exclusively describes preexisting channels. 

Reply at 17-18; POR at 38-41; Ex[1001] 6:18-42, FIG. 4.

96

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

Ex[1001] 6:24-28.
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Ground 2 (Gogic-Opitz) – Claim 1, Element 1[a]

Gogic teaches limitation 1[a]

• Dependent claim 5 recites “wherein the communication channel is a Push-To-Talk (PTT) 
channel in a PTT communication network and the mobile communication device is a PTT 
radio.”

• PO’s expert agreed that the communication channel in claim 1 could be a PTT channel.

• Gogic teaches a user selecting an existing PTT communication channel as described in the 
’830 Patent.

• PO’s argument that Gogic’s CM does not “monitor the selection of the channel” because it 
“prevent[s] crosstalk” is unavailing because the CM monitor’s the user’s selection of the 
channel for talking to ensure that other users do not talk at the same time on that channel.

Reply at 17-18; POR at 40; Ex[1001] 6:18-42, FIG. 4, cl. 5; Ex[1006] (Gogic) [0042], [0045]; Ex[1002], ¶¶157-58.

97

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

Ex[1036], 49:21-50:11.
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Ground 2 (Gogic-Opitz) – Claim 1, Element 1[b]

Pet. at 58-59; Ex[1002] ¶¶159-61.

98

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

1[b] providing a plurality of radio frequencies on a display of the mobile communication 
device, each radio frequency being associated with a geographical zone;

• Gogic’s CDs transmit and receive communication 
signals to and from a base station 216 under the 
control of the CM 218.

• A CD’s connection to a base station is a prerequisite 
to joining an ad-hoc group. 

• CDs connect to a base station in a particular area:

Ex[1006] (Gogic) [0060].

Ex[1006] (Gogic) FIG. 2.
Ex[1006] (Gogic) [0058].
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Ground 2 (Gogic-Opitz) – Claim 1, Element 1[b]

Pet. at 59; Ex[1002] ¶¶160-61.

99

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

1[b] providing a plurality of radio frequencies on a display of the mobile communication 
device, each radio frequency being associated with a geographical zone;

• Gogic does not expressly disclose how the CDs make that initial connection 
needed to form the ad-hoc group.

• A POSITA would have understood that there were a finite number of 
predictable options for selecting a radio frequency for connecting a radio to a 
base station.

• Opitz describes one known example—displaying available radio frequencies 
on the display of a mobile communication device and allowing a user of the 
device to select one of those frequencies.
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Ground 2 (Gogic-Opitz) – Claim 1, Element 1[b]

Pet. at 59-61; Ex[1002] ¶¶162-63.

100

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

1[b] providing a plurality of radio frequencies on a display of the mobile communication 
device, each radio frequency being associated with a geographical zone;

Ex[1007] (Opitz) FIG. 1.

• Opitz describes a system with base stations 
104 and 106 for transmitting radio signals to 
users 110 in two different geographic 
regions 100 and 102.

• The radio signals are associated with a 
geographical area. 

Ex[1007] (Opitz) 3:50-56.
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Ground 2 (Gogic-Opitz) – Claim 1, Element 1[b]

Pet. at 59; Ex[1002] ¶¶162-63.

101

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

1[b] providing a plurality of radio frequencies on a display of the mobile communication 
device, each radio frequency being associated with a geographical zone;

• Opitz’s base stations 104 and 106 in geographic regions 100 and 102 
support communicating a variety of signals.

Ex[1007] (Opitz) 2:20-31.
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Ground 2 (Gogic-Opitz) – Claim 1, Element 1[b]

Pet. at 59-60; Ex[1002] ¶¶162-63.

102

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

1[b] providing a plurality of radio frequencies on a display of the mobile communication 
device, each radio frequency being associated with a geographical zone;

Ex[1007] (Opitz) 5:3-14.

• Opitz’s vehicle includes scanning functionality and a display 248 that allows a 
user to select from the available channels that a user wishes to scan.
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Ground 2 (Gogic-Opitz) – Claim 1, Element 1[b]

Pet. at 61-62; Ex[1002] ¶164.

103

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

1[b] providing a plurality of radio frequencies on a display of the mobile communication 
device, each radio frequency being associated with a geographical zone;

It would have been obvious to implement Gogic’s CDs with the frequency 
display and selection in Opitz’s mobile radio.

• Gogic’s ad-hoc group formation requires each CD to connect to a base station.

• Opitz’s frequency display and selection is one of a finite number of obvious ways to 
accomplish this and using a display to present frequencies and allow user selection had 
been known for decades by 2008. 

Ex[1012] FIG. 3.
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Ground 2 (Gogic-Opitz) – Claim 1, Element 1[b]

Pet. at 62; Ex[1002] ¶165.

104

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

1[b] providing a plurality of radio frequencies on a display of the mobile communication 
device, each radio frequency being associated with a geographical zone;

A POSITA would have been motivated to look to Opitz

• Thus, a POSITA would have recognized that Opitz’s techniques are suitable for 
application in Gogic’s system and would provide the beneficial functionality disclosed in 
Opitz. 

Opitz’s DisclosureGogic’s Disclosure

System relating to emergency communication 
situations

System relating to emergency communication 
situations

Municipal police, fire and rescue communications 
channels.

Communications with “[p]olice, [e]mergency
[c]rews, [f]ire [d]ept. personnel, etc.”

Scanning radios communicating via base stationsCDs communicating via base stations

Mobile scanning radios that can move between 
base station locations

Mobile CDs that can move between base station 
locations

Ex[1007] (Opitz) 2:40-58; 3:3-4, 11:52-67.Ex[1006] (Gogic) [0003], [0043]-[0045], [0056]-[0058].
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Ground 2 (Gogic-Opitz) – Claim 1, Element 1[b]

Pet. at 63; Ex[1006] (Gogic) [0035]; Ex[1002] ¶166.

105

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

1[b] providing a plurality of radio frequencies on a display of the mobile communication 
device, each radio frequency being associated with a geographical zone;

A POSITA would have had a reasonable expectation of success in 
implementing Gogic’s CDs with the known frequency display and selection 

of Opitz’s mobile radio.

• The concept of a mobile radio displaying frequencies to a user associated with 
base stations in geographic regions had been known for decades by 2008 
(e.g., users of AM/FM radios moving between locations).

• A POSITA would have recognized that Gogic’s CDs could readily 
accommodate display and selection of frequency information for a geographic 
zone associated with a base station.

• A POSITA could have easily used Opitz’s known scanning radio with Gogic’s
system such that the radio could allow a user to select the particular 
“transmitting party” and “usage type” it would like to monitor. 
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Ground 2 (Gogic-Opitz) – Claim 1, Element 1[b]

Reply at 19; POR at 41-42.

106

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

1[b] providing a plurality of radio frequencies on a display of the mobile communication 
device, each radio frequency being associated with a geographical zone;

A POSITA would have combined Gogic with Opitz.

• PO’s first argument—that Gogic
explains how the CDs connect to the 
base station—misstates the Petition 
and the prior art. 

• PO cites portions of Gogic describing 
how the ad-hoc group is formed and 
how a CD joins the ad-hoc group, not 
how the CDs initially connect with the 
base station before the group is 
formed.

POR, 41-42.
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Ground 2 (Gogic-Opitz) – Claim 1, Element 1[b]

Reply at 19-20; Ex[2006], ¶110.

107

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

1[b] providing a plurality of radio frequencies on a display of the mobile communication 
device, each radio frequency being associated with a geographical zone;

A POSITA would have combined Gogic with Opitz.

• PO’s expert’s testimony that Gogic’s CDs “do not need to make an initial 
connection with a base station” does not make sense. 

• Gogic describes that a CD must receive an invitation from a base station before 
joining a group.

• Gogic therefore discloses that CDs connect to a base station in a particular area 
but does not explain how that is accomplished.

Ex[1006] (Gogic) [0060].
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Ground 2 (Gogic-Opitz) – Claim 1, Element 1[b]

Reply at 20; Ex[1002] ¶¶160-66.

108

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

1[b] providing a plurality of radio frequencies on a display of the mobile communication 
device, each radio frequency being associated with a geographical zone;

A POSITA would have combined Gogic with Opitz.

• PO cites no disclosure in Gogic explaining how the initial connection to the 
base station occurs:

• Gogic [0012] only describes CDs in a wireless system that includes base stations. 

• Gogic [0031] only describes communications “depending on proximity,” which PO’s 
expert admits is not a technique by which CDs connect to a base station.

• Gogic [0037] merely describes that a CD can operate in different modes. 

• Gogic [0057]-[0060] describe communication on a common channel after making the 
initial connection to the base station. 

Ex[1036], 98:3-9.
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Ground 2 (Gogic-Opitz) – Claim 1, Element 1[b]

Reply at 20-21; POR at 43-46.

109

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

1[b] providing a plurality of radio frequencies on a display of the mobile communication 
device, each radio frequency being associated with a geographical zone;

A POSITA would have combined Gogic with Opitz.

• PO lacks support for its “teaching away” theory. 

• It is PO, not Opitz, that uses the term “persistent” radio networks without 
explaining its meaning. 

• Gogic expressly teaches “dedicated” radio channels and CDs communicating on a 
radio network. 

• Further, PO cites Apple Inc. v. Uniloc Luxembourg S.A., IPR2018-00420, Paper 7 
at 14 (P.T.A.B. Aug. 6, 2018) to undermine Dr. Polish’s opinions. That case is 
irrelevant because it involved different patents, prior art and, importantly, entirely 
different testimony from Dr. Polish.

Ex[1006] (Gogic) [0045].
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Ground 2 (Gogic-Opitz) – Claim 1, Element 1[b]

Reply at 21.

110

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

1[b] providing a plurality of radio frequencies on a display of the mobile communication 
device, each radio frequency being associated with a geographical zone;

A POSITA would have combined Gogic with Opitz.

• PO’s expert admitted that he has no opinions that Gogic teaches away from or 
denigrates providing frequencies on a display for selection, the specific aspect of Opitz 
that Petitioner’s expert relies on for the combination. 

• A reference that “‘does not criticize, discredit, or otherwise discourage investigation into’ 
the claimed invention does not teach away.” Meiresonne v. Google, Inc., 849 F.3d 1379, 
1382 (Fed. Cir. 2017). 

Ex[1036], 108:22-109:4.
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Ground 2 (Gogic-Opitz) – Claim 1, Element 1[b]

Reply at 22; POR at 47-50.

111

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

1[b] providing a plurality of radio frequencies on a display of the mobile communication 
device, each radio frequency being associated with a geographical zone;

Gogic-Opitz teaches limitation 1[b]

• PO rehashes its flawed motivation to combine arguments to attempt to argue that 
Gogic-Opitz does not teach limitation 1[b].

• PO does not explain why a POSITA knowing a “variety of ways” to connect CDs and 
base stations “undercuts” the assertion that Gogic could by modified based on Opitz. 

• PO’s argument that Opitz is cumulative of Winter is irrelevant because the Examiner 
never contended that Winter taught radio frequencies on a display.  

Ex[1003], 191.
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Ground 2 (Gogic-Opitz) – Claim 1, Element 1[b]

Reply at 22-23; POR at 51.

112

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

1[b] providing a plurality of radio frequencies on a display of the mobile communication 
device, each radio frequency being associated with a geographical zone;

Gogic-Opitz teaches limitation 1[b]

• PO mischaracterizes the Petition by incorrectly presuming that the Gogic-Opitz 
combination bodily incorporates Opitz’s so-called “vehicle radio.” 

• Ground 2 relies on Gogic for the mobile communication device, and Gogic teaches that 
its CDs include “laptop[]” computers than can be mobile—i.e., in vehicles. 

• Neither PO nor its expert explain why it would be “nonsensical” to provide radio 
frequencies associated with video feeds on a display of Gogic’s laptop computers in a 
vehicle. 

Ex[1006] (Gogic) [0035].
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Ground 2 (Gogic-Opitz) – Claim 1, Element 1[c]

1[c] from which a plurality of video feeds associated with the geographic zone are 
sourced;

Pet. at 63-64; Ex[1006] (Gogic) [0037], [0043], [0045]-[0046]; Ex[1002] ¶167.

113

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

• Gogic’s CDs support real-time video data:

• As described for limitation 1[b], each base station in Gogic is associated with a 
geographic zone such that each video feed from a CD connected to the base station is 
also associated with the geographic zone.

Ex[1006] (Gogic) [0025].

Ex[1006] (Gogic) [0035].
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Ground 2 (Gogic-Opitz) – Claim 1, Element 1[d]

1[d] monitoring a selection of a radio frequency of the plurality of radio frequencies by the 
user;

Pet. at 64; Ex[1002] ¶168.

114

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

• For the same reasons described for limitation 1[b], Gogic-Opitz renders obvious a 
mobile communication device that monitors the selection of a radio frequency on a 
display by a user. 

• For example, Opitz’s vehicle’s radio includes scanning functionality and a display 248 
that allows a user to select from the available channels those channels a user wishes 
to scan.

Ex[1007] (Opitz) 5:3-14.
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Ground 2 (Gogic-Opitz) – Claim 1, Element 1[e]

115

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

1[e] identifying at least one video feed by selecting the at least one video feed from the plurality 
of video feeds associated with the geographic zone, wherein the at least one video feed is 
associated with the selected communication channel based on a user policy that identifies 
one or more video feeds that are relevant to the user when the user accesses the selected 
communication channel,

Pet. at 64-65; Ex[1002] ¶¶169-70.

• CM 218 forms an ad-hoc group 
of CDs that identifies and 
selects at least one video feed 
(at least one CD with video 
streaming capability) from the 
plurality of video feeds (CDs) in 
the identified geographic zone 
(the location of the base station 
to which the CDs are 
connected).

Ex[1006] (Gogic) [0056]-[0058].
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Ground 2 (Gogic-Opitz) – Claim 1, Element 1[e]

116

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

1[e] identifying at least one video feed by selecting the at least one video feed from the plurality 
of video feeds associated with the geographic zone, wherein the at least one video feed is 
associated with the selected communication channel based on a user policy that identifies 
one or more video feeds that are relevant to the user when the user accesses the selected 
communication channel,

Pet. at 65-67; Ex[1004] (Gogic) [0060]-[0061]; Ex[1002] ¶171.

• The video feed identified by 
the CM 218 is associated 
with the selected 
communication channel 
based on a user policy. 

• The user policy is the 
“group membership location 
criteria” that allows users to 
join an ad-hoc group only if 
they are within a certain 
area. 

Ex[1006] (Gogic) FIG. 4.
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Ground 2 (Gogic-Opitz) – Claim 1, Element 1[e]

117

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

1[e] identifying at least one video feed by selecting the at least one video feed from the plurality 
of video feeds associated with the geographic zone, wherein the at least one video feed is 
associated with the selected communication channel based on a user policy that identifies 
one or more video feeds that are relevant to the user when the user accesses the selected 
communication channel,

Pet. at 67-68; Ex[1002] ¶172.

• The “group membership location 
criteria” (user policy) identify one or 
more video feeds that are relevant 
to the user when the user accesses 
the selected communication 
channel.

• A CD accesses the communication 
channel when the CD determines it 
satisfies the location criteria

• E.g., compare CD 412/414 and 
CD 416.

Ex[1006] (Gogic) FIG. 4.

Motorola Solutions, Inc. EX1039, p. 117
Motorola v. STA, IPR2023-01295



Ground 2 (Gogic-Opitz) – Claim 1, Element 1[e]

118

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

1[e] identifying at least one video feed by selecting the at least one video feed from the plurality 
of video feeds associated with the geographic zone, wherein the at least one video feed is 
associated with the selected communication channel based on a user policy that identifies 
one or more video feeds that are relevant to the user when the user accesses the selected 
communication channel,

Pet. at 68; Ex[1002] ¶172.

• In Gogic, when the user accesses the channel, the group membership location criteria 
will identify the other group members relevant to the user at the time of access.

• Example: When the user accesses the communication channel of an ad-hoc group 
relating to a car accident at a particular location, the user will receive video feeds from 
police officers or other emergency personnel responding to the same incident. 

Ex[1006] (Gogic) [0057].

Ex[1006] (Gogic) [0009].
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Ground 2 (Gogic-Opitz) – Claim 1, Element 1[e]

119

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

Reply at 23; POR at 52-54.

Gogic discloses “identifying at least one video feed by selecting the at 
least one video feed from the plurality of video feeds associated with the 

geographic zone”

• Contrary to PO’s arguments, the Petition clearly identified the claimed “video feeds.”

• There is no ambiguity (or dispute) that Gogic teaches multiple CDs that can be mobile 
communication devices that receive video streams from other CDs.

• The Petition does not rely on the same CD for both the communication device and the 
video feed. 

• Nothing in the claim language precludes a video feed created by a mobile 
communication device. 

Pet. at 65.
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Ground 2 (Gogic-Opitz) – Claim 1, Element 1[e]

120

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

Reply at 24; POR at 53.

Gogic discloses “identifying at least one video feed by selecting the at 
least one video feed from the plurality of video feeds associated with the 

geographic zone” 

• PO’s cited cases are inapposite. 

• Intelligent Bio-Sys., Inc. v. Illumina Cambridge Ltd., 821 F.3d 1359, 1369 (Fed. 
Cir. 2016): The Federal Circuit found that the Board correctly ignored the 
petitioner’s “improper reply brief” because it raised new invalidity grounds.

• Google Inc. v. EveryMD.com LLC, IPR2014- 00347, Paper 9 (P.T.A.B. May 22, 
2014): The Board denied institution where the petitioner submitted a claim chart 
with citations that did not explain how the prior art taught the claims. 

• There are no similar facts here.
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Ground 2 (Gogic-Opitz) – Claim 1, Element 1[e]

121

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

Reply at 24; POR at 54-56.

Gogic discloses “identifying at least one video feed by selecting the at 
least one video feed from the plurality of video feeds associated with the 

geographic zone”

• PO incorrectly argues that because only one communication device in Gogic can 
transmit at a time, there is no identification/selection of a video feed from among a 
plurality of video feeds. 

• PO ignores Gogic’s disclosure that the ad-hoc group can include a plurality of video 
feeds in one geographic zone. 

• Gogic’s ad-hoc group is formed from amongst all CDs based on “location-based 
membership criteria.” 

• CM 218 identifies/selects only a subset of video feeds (“at least one”) within 
the overall geographic zone for the base station. 

• The claim language does not specify what aspect of the system performs the 
“selecting” and does not exclude selecting by CM 218. 
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Ground 2 (Gogic-Opitz) – Claim 1, Element 1[f]

1[f] the one or more video feeds being independent of the selected communication 
channel; and

122

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

• In Gogic, the video feeds (CDs with video streaming capability) can be independent of 
the communication channel set up for the ad-hoc group. 

• For example, CDs can comprise “wireless video cameras” existing in a “public” or 
“non-public” location. Ex[1004] (Gogic) [0035]. 

• Further, the group can be formed and torn down by CM 218 in response to events 
unrelated to the CDs. 

Pet. at 68-69; Ex[1002] ¶¶173-74.

Ex[1006] (Gogic) [0034].
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Ground 2 (Gogic-Opitz) – Claim 1, Element 1[f]

The District Court’s Claim Construction of Limitation 1[f]

• The District Court construed limitation 1[f] as follows:

• Neither party proposed this construction, and the court’s claim construction order did 
not issue until well after the Petition’s filing.

• Nevertheless, Gogic discloses the same type of “independent video surveillance 
cameras” disclosed in the ’830 Patent, where any CD providing a video feed can be 
selected for use with any channel or ad-hoc group. 

Reply at 1-2; Pet. at 41, 68-69; Ex[1006], [0035]-[0036].

123

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

“the one or more video feeds being capable of being 
associated with more than the selected communication 
channel.”

“the one or more video feeds being 
independent of the selected 
communication channel”

’830 Patent: Claim 1
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Ground 2 (Gogic-Opitz) – Claim 1, Element 1[g]

1[g] providing access to the identified at least one video feed to the mobile communication 
device based on the user policy. 

Pet. at 69; Ex[1002], ¶175.

124

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

• As described for limitation 1[e], when the CD accepts the invitation to join the ad-hoc 
group, the user of the mobile CD is provided access to at least one video feed in the 
ad-hoc group based on the group membership location criteria (user policy). 
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Ground 2 (Gogic-Opitz) – Claim 2

2 The method of claim 1, wherein providing access comprises associating the identified 
at least one video feed with the mobile communication device in a database that is 
used to manage access to independent video feeds in a network based on audio 
communication channels that are selected by communication devices in the network.

Ex[1006] (Gogic) [0034].

Pet. at 69-70; Ex[1002], ¶¶176-78.

125

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

• Gogic discloses a “database” for managing access to independent video feeds in a 
network. 

• As described for limitations 1[c] and 1[g], an ad-hoc group or “net” in Gogic may 
contain one or more CDs that source video feeds. 

• By tracking group membership, the database associates the identified video feeds 
with the mobile communication device accessing the communication channel. 
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Ground 2 (Gogic-Opitz) – Claim 2

2 The method of claim 1, wherein providing access comprises associating the identified 
at least one video feed with the mobile communication device in a database that is 
used to manage access to independent video feeds in a network based on audio 
communication channels that are selected by communication devices in the network.

Pet. at 70-71; Ex[1002], ¶179.

126

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

• The database manages access to independent video feeds based on audio 
communication channels that are selected by communication devices in the network. 

• The channel selected by the communication device via the PTT button (see limitation 
1[a]) is an audio communication channel: 

• Accordingly, when a database stores membership identification for each ad-hoc group, 
it associates the video feeds in that group with the audio communication channel for 
that group. 

Ex[1006] (Gogic) [0048].
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Ground 2 (Gogic-Opitz) – Claim 3, Element 3[a]

3[a] The method of claim 1, further comprising: accessing a database to identify a plurality 
of members of an emergency response team that includes the user of the mobile 
communication device; and

Pet. at 71; Ex[1002], ¶180.

127

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

• As described for claim 2, Gogic discloses a database identifying the plurality 
of members of each ad-hoc group that includes the user of the mobile 
communication device. 

• Each ad-hoc group comprises members of an emergency response team:

Ex[1006] (Gogic) [0056].
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Ground 2 (Gogic-Opitz) – Claim 3, Element 3[b]

3[b] presenting a plurality of available video feeds on the display of the mobile 
communication device, the plurality of available video feeds including video streams 
associated with the plurality of members of the emergency response team.

Pet. at 71-72; Ex[1002], ¶181.

128

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

• In Gogic, each CD has a “display” for presenting video feeds. Ex[1006], [0035]. 

• Each CD can transmit video feeds for display to other members of the team.

• By 2008, it would have been obvious that a mobile device could have displayed 
multiple video feeds, for example in an emergency requirement review of multiple 
available video feeds. 

Ex[1006] (Gogic) FIG. 3.

Ex[1006] (Gogic) [0045].
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Ground 2 (Gogic-Opitz) – Claim 4

4 The method of claim 3, wherein the available video feeds are sourced from a group of 
surveillance cameras.

Pet. at 72-73; Ex[1002], ¶182.

129

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

• Gogic discloses that a CD can be a separate “wireless video camera,” which 
is a type of surveillance camera, or at least renders use of a surveillance 
camera obvious. 

Ex[1006] (Gogic) [0035].
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Ground 2 (Gogic-Opitz) – Claim 5

5 The method of claim 1, wherein the communication channel is a Push-To-Talk (PTT) 
channel in a PTT communication network and the mobile communication device is a 
PTT radio.

Pet. at 73; Ex[1002], ¶183.

130

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

• Gogic discloses claim 5 under any party’s construction. 

• As described for limitation 1[a], the communication channel in Gogic is a PTT channel 
for transmitting half-duplex communications in a PTT network. Ex[1006], [0026].

• Gogic further discloses that a CD can be a PTT radio:

Ex[1006] (Gogic) [0042].
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Ground 2 (Gogic-Opitz) – Claim 8

8 The method of claim 1, wherein the communication channel is associated with a 
Virtual Talk Group (VTG).

Pet. at 73; Ex[1006] (Gogic) [0026]; Ex[1002], ¶184.

131

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

• In Gogic, the communication channel is associated with an ad-hoc group, 
which is a virtual talk group that is not “pre-defined” and consists of any and 
all users in the vicinity of, for example, an emergency incident.

Ex[1006] (Gogic) [0034].
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Ground 2 (Gogic-Opitz) – Claims 9 & 10

9 The method of claim 1, wherein providing access to the video feeds depends on a 
video association policy.

10 The method of claim 9, wherein the video association policy includes a role of the 
user defined in a policy database.

Pet. at 74; Ex[1002], ¶¶185-87; Ex[1006], [0050].

132

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

• The ’830 patent does not use the term “video association policy,” but Gogic discloses the 
type of video feed association described in the ’830 patent. 

• Gogic’s CM 218 associates video feeds with communication channels for users with 
particular roles (e.g., whether they are “authorized and trained persons” such as police:

• For the same reasons described for claim 9, Gogic discloses claim 10, and Gogic discloses 
storing information relating to the role of each user in a “policy database.”

Ex[1006] (Gogic) [0056].
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Ground 2 (Gogic-Opitz) – Claim 11

11[a] The method of claim 1, further comprising: identifying a geographical location of 
the user's mobile communication device using a Global Positioning System;

Pet. at 74-75; Ex[1002], ¶188.

133

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

• Opitz discloses that the radio can include a “position locator” that can use 
GPS to determine the position of the radio.

• It would have been obvious to combine Opitz’s GPS locator with the CDs of 
Gogic, as Gogic’s CDs can “calculate their location,” and one known way to 
do so would be to implement CDs with a “position locator” including GPS.  

• A POSITA would have had a reasonable expectation of success in making 
this combination, as GPS was a common and widely implemented method of 
determining location of a device by 2008.

Ex[1007] (Opitz) 6:12-17.
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Ground 2 (Gogic-Opitz) – Claim 11

11[b] identifying that the at least one video feed is associated with the geographical location; 
associating the at least one video feed with other mobile communication devices set to the 
same channel as the user's mobile communication device; and automatically rendering 
access to the at least one video feed to the other mobile communication devices.

Pet. at 75-76; Ex[1002], ¶¶189-91.

134

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

• In Gogic, the at least one video feed is associated with an ad-hoc group defined by “group 
membership location criteria.”

• A POSITA would have understood that implementing the GPS functionality of Opitz in Gogic
could be used to identify the “centerpoint” and thus the combination would identify the video 
feed associated with the geographical location. 

• As discussed for limitation 1[e], each member of the ad-hoc group within the group 
membership location criteria that accepts the invitation to join the group is granted access to 
the communications of all other members, including the at least one video feed provided by 
the video-capable CDs in the group.

Ex[1006] (Gogic) [0058].
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Ground 2 (Gogic-Opitz) – Claim 12

12 The method of claim 1, wherein the selected communication channel is a selected 
audio communication channel that is selected from a plurality of audio communication 
channels, the at least one video feed being associated with the selected audio 
communication channel, and the user policy identifying the one or more video feeds 
that are relevant to the user when the user accesses the selected audio 
communication channel.

Pet. at 76-77; Ex[1002], ¶¶192-94.

135

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

• As described for claim 2, Gogic discloses that a CD user selects an audio 
communication channel via the PTT button because it allows for audio 
communications between members of a VTG.

• As described for limitation 1[e]: 

• an ad-hoc group can include audio devices with video feeds, accordingly a video 
feed is associated with the selected audio channel; and

• the user policy for forming the ad-hoc group identifies the video feeds relevant to 
the user (in the defined geographic zone) at the time (when) the user accesses 
the communication channel for that ad-hoc group.
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Ground 2 (Gogic-Opitz) – Claim 13

13 The method of claim 1, wherein the user policy associates the at least one video feed 
with the selected communication channel based on the geographic zone from which 
the at least one video feed is sourced and a device group that includes the user's 
communication device.

Pet. at 77; Ex[1002], ¶¶195-96.

136

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

• As described for limitation 1[e], the user policy for forming the ad-hoc group 
identifies the video feeds in the defined geographic zone.

• CM 218 also considers the role of the user (a device group) in granting 
access to the ad-hoc group (and its associated video feeds). 

Ex[1006] (Gogic) [0056].
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Ground 2 (Gogic-Opitz) – Claim 14

14 The method of claim 1, wherein the user policy associates the at least one video feed 
with the selected communication channel by comparing a first geographic zone from 
which the at least one video feed is sourced with a second geographic zone 
corresponding to a location of the user's communication device.

Pet. at 77-78; Ex[1002], ¶¶197-98.

137

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

• Gogic’s user policy for forming the VTG identifies CDs (including video feeds) in an 
area around a “centerpoint.”

• A POSITA would have understood that in some cases (e.g., a user is experiencing an 
emergency at a location), the centerpoint would be a user’s location.

• The area around the user (second geographic zone) is compared to the area of the 
video feed (first geographic zone) to determine if the video feed will join the group. 

Ex[1006] (Gogic) [0058].
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Ground 1 (Shaffer-Saylor) – Claim 15

Pet. at 78; Ex[1002], ¶¶199-200.

138

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

Gogic’s “system.” Ex[1006], Abstract, [0003]; 
Ex[1002], ¶199. 

15[pre]: An apparatus

Gogic’s processor for either the CDs or the 
CM. Ex[1006], [0071]-[0072]; Ex[1002], ¶200.

15[a]: at least one processor
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Ground 1 (Shaffer-Saylor) – Claim 15

Pet. at 78-80.

139

DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE

Gogic’s memory for its CDs and CM.
Ex[1006], [0072]; Ex[1002], ¶¶201.

15[b]: a memory in communication with the at least one 
processor, the memory being configured to store a 
video stream association module executable by the at 
least one processor, the video stream association 
module being executed by the at least one processor 
to cause operations to be performed

Non-MPF Limitation: The memory in Opitz’s 
mobile device and Gogic’s CD and CM store a 
video association module for performing the recited 
operations. Ex[1002], ¶¶202-04.

15[b]: a memory in communication with the at least one 
processor, the memory being configured to store a 
video stream association module executable by the at 
least one processor, the video stream association 
module being executed by the at least one processor 
to cause operations to be performed

MPF Limitation: Gogic in view of Opitz discloses 
the elements of the video feed association module. 
Ex[1002], ¶¶205-06.

15[b]: a memory in communication with the at least one 
processor, the memory being configured to store a 
video stream association module executable by the at 
least one processor, the video stream association 
module being executed by the at least one processor 
to cause operations to be performed

Motorola Solutions, Inc. EX1039, p. 139
Motorola v. STA, IPR2023-01295



• For the reasons provided above and for claim 1, a POSITA would have found 
limitations 15[c]-[i] obvious in view of Gogic-Opitz.

Ground 2 (Gogic-Opitz) – Claim 15, Elements 15[c]-[i]

Pet. at 81; Ex[1002], ¶207.
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• Dependent Claims 16-19, 21-22, and 24
• For the reasons described for claims 2-5, 8, and 11, respectively, Gogic

discloses the additional limitations of claims 16-19, 21-22, and 24.

• Dependent Claim 23
• For the reasons described for claims 9 and 10, Gogic discloses the 

additional limitations of claim 23.

Ground 2 (Gogic-Opitz) – Other Challenged Claims

Pet. at 81; Ex[1002], ¶¶208-214.
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• PO does not present arguments for the dependent claims in Ground 2 beyond 
its arguments for independent claims 1 and 15.

• The POR string cites Dr. Akl’s testimony opining that Gogic does not disclose 
“accessing a database to identify a plurality of members of an emergency 
response team that includes the user of the mobile communication device” in 
claims 3 and 17. 

• Because the POR does not include these arguments, Dr. Akl’s opinions should 
not be considered.  See 37 C.F.R. § 42.6(a)(3) (prohibiting incorporation by 
reference).

Ground 2 (Gogic-Opitz) – Dependent Claims

Pet. at 81; Ex[1002], ¶¶208-214.
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